this same Minor Writings volume, Kitton only relied on "internal evidence" and Charley's assistance (in the weeks before the latter's death; see Kitton 123) -even though the Office Book for Dickens's first journal was then in the hands of Wills's niece, Eliza Priestley (see Lohrli 35) .
Kitton believed that the office set of All the Year Round which he consulted was annotated by "a member of the printing staff" (Kitton 138) ; but if this were so, its purpose is unclear. Copies of All the Year Round were sold from the journal's office at 26 Wellington Street (Fig. 1) ; Drew and Craig suggest the possibility that an office set was kept and compiled by those staffing the shop, "to answer enquiries from customers about authorship." They also make several other useful observations:
It was clearly sufficiently detailed to distinguish between the authors of separate short paragraphs of jointly-authored items such as the 'Occasional Register' in AYR's first issue [see Kitton 142 and Oppenlander 64, 262] , but can we be sure that this degree of granularity was maintained throughout the 24 bi-annual volumes published under Dickens's editorship? If an article were based on a recent publication and loosely 'crammed' by a member of the writing staff, would its compiler's name be recorded as author, or that of the author of the book being reviewed? When the writer of a serial novel was given in print at the start of each installment as 'by the author of,' did the printers bother on every occasion to inscribe the author's name against it, and if not, what other omissions may there have been? Questions such as these, more or less unanswerable, start to crowd in. (Drew and Craig 269) Thus even if the office set exists, it may not be possible to unravel all the mysteries concerning authorship in All the Year Round.
The drive towards anonymity in his journals was clearly important to Dickens, as he indicated to Elizabeth Gaskell in January 1850:
No writer's name will be used -neither my own, nor any others -every paper will be published without any signature; and all will seem to express the general mind and purpose of the Journal, which is, the raising up of those that are down, and the general improvement of our social condition. (Letters 6: 62) Though he eventually modified this strategy -particularly with respect to his own serial fiction -he pressed consistently for the development of a powerful, unified identity, communicated through a fusion of voices into a single entity, which he initially termed "a certain SHADOW, … a kind of semi-omniscient, omnipresent, intangible creature," which, he said, "may go into any place … and be in all homes, and all nooks and corners, and be supposed to be cognisant of everything, and go everywhere, without the least difficulty" (Letters 5: 622). There were risks inherent in this initiative -particularly for promising young writers; Elizabeth Barrett Browning, commenting on the consequences for R. H. Horne of collaborating on journalistic pieces with Dickens, wrote to her friend Mary Russell Mitford in 1851: "Dickens's name would swallow up every sort of minor reputation in the shadow of his path. I shouldn't like, for my part (and if I were a fish) to herd with crocodiles" (see Letters 6: 451). Yet Dickens undertook from the outset to "give established writers the power of reclaiming their papers after a certain time," so that they could be republished elsewhere (Letters 6: 39); this privilege was later extended to minor authors as well (Drew, Dickens the Journalist 118) . It is also important to note, as Drew does, that Dickens considered the absence of a contributor's signature to be a stage in his or her quest for an audience; "anonymity," Drew adds, "went hand-in-hand with sales-boosting speculation about authorship" (Dickens the Journalist 183, 151). The sales of All the Year Round, which remained steady at 100,000 a week (Oppenlander 49) -despite some occasional dips (see Patten 286-7, on Lever's A Day's Ride) -were, perhaps, sufficient evidence that identifying the writers was not the contemporary readers' overwhelming concern.
Dickens aimed for editorial consistency in his two journals, as he, assisted by Wills, his able "friend" and "other self " in journalistic matters (Letters 7: 694) strove to provide the reading public with a steady stream of stimulating material, including original poetry and fiction; observations on social issuessome controversial -which could facilitate political agitation; and articles on an encyclopaedic range of subjects, from popular science to popular fashion, and ancient history to life in the colonies (see Drew, ). Yet it would be inaccurate to claim that the opinions expressed in all of the individual pieces accorded with Dickens's own views; there are, for example, contrary sentiments in some of the contributions by Harrriet Martineau to Household Words, such as "How to Get Paper," published on 28 October 1854; Dickens bemoaned of it to Wills: "Rather a gloomy No. Miss Martineau pretty well, but grimly bent upon the enlightenment of mankind, and quite absurdly overdoing American Education" (Letters 7: 438; see also Drew, Dickens the Journalist 124-5). Despite such instances of dissent, Dickens was steadfast in his claim of editorial integrity -most explicitly and publicly in All the Year Round, a journal which experienced his gradual disappearance from its pages, from 1863 onward (see Drew, Dickens the Journalist 151). In December of that year, at the conclusion of Charles Reade's Hard Cash, he published a statement outlining the latitude he granted to those who contributed original fiction to the journal; but the memorandum opened with this assertion, in block capitals : "THE  STATEMENTS AND OPINIONS OF THIS JOURNAL GENERALLY, ARE, OF COURSE, TO BE RECEIVED AS THE STATEMENTS AND  OPINIONS OF ITS CONDUCTOR" (Dickens, "Note" 419) .
Shu-Fang Lai cites these words in an article which ponders what can be learned about Dickens -and his hundreds of contributors -from his periodicals. In arguing that Dickens's scrutiny of his journals was not as assiduous as scholars have often claimed, she observes that "we can almost never be sure about deducing Dickens's own opinions from articles written by his contributors unless we have external evidence." She also notes that we must "make a discriminating reading of each article in the light of its author and its context if we are to deduce Dickens's opinions on the topics in his journals" (Lai 41, 50) . Thus knowing the identity of each and every contributor is essential to our acquiring the fullest possible understanding of the subject at hand, and the stance taken towards it. In thinking about my own past research on Dickens's views of Ireland and the Irish (see Litvack) , I realize how much richer that study might have been, had I been able to confirm the identities of the authors of such pieces in All the Year Round as "The Irish Convict's Progress," concerning the superiority of the Irish prison system over the English one; "Irish Stew," which includes reminiscences on the historical events which inspired Dion Boucicault's play The Colleen Bawn; "Thuggee in Ireland," which describes the supposedly violent tendencies of Irish "peasant-assassins;" and "A Recent Lounge in Dublin," which features a rather theatrical description of the trial of some of the Fenian leaders, who had been accused of high treason (for extended analysis of these pieces see Litvack 7-9). Because there was no way to break the code of anonymity, I had to collect instead those scraps of evidence buried, for example, in Dickens's correspondence. Concerning "A Recent Lounge in Dublin" he observed to his friend Samuel Lover: "Writer of Irish story of Diablerie, unquestionably Irish" (Letters 11: 128) . More than that it was impossible to say.
In the wake of Oppenlander, significant new research has proposed Dickens as the author of several unascribed journalistic pieces in All the Year Round. In 1997 John Drew published a convincing analysis of an article from 1863 entitled "Dress in Paris." He cites relevant biographical evidence, and passages from the author's correspondence; to these he adds a detailed consideration of phrasing in the article, which is "reminiscent of Dickens's mature journalistic style," as well as observations about Dickens's skill as an interpreter of cultural difference (Drew, "Charles Dickens, Traducteur?") . He is thus able to offer the considered opinion that Dickens is probably the author of the piece. Drew (this time in collaboration with Hugh Craig) also proposed Dickens as the author of another piece in All the Year Round, entitled "Temperate Temperance," concerning the unnecessary scrutiny of the English working man's habits -particularly his consumption of beer. In that study, entitled "Did Dickens Write 'Temperate Temperance'?" the authors employ traditional methods similar to those used in the "Traducteur" piece, but add to them the power of computational linguistics -in particular the "Burrows Method," developed at the Centre for Literary and Linguistic Computing in Australia -to transform a scholar's "hunch" about authorship into a "statistically acceptable possibility" (271). The method relies on the establishment of signature profiles for a range of possible authors of a particular anonymous text; it then compares known texts by these authors to the unattributed one under scrutiny (see . The tests lead the authors to assert that "Temperate Temperance" is "a perfectly genuine piece of vintage Dickens editorial;" they also envisage an expanded use of this methodology, to discern whether the authors of other anonymous pieces in All the Year Round may be confidently identified. Scholars will readily appreciate how much effort has been expended in these two test cases developed by Drew and his colleagues to establish authorship beyond reasonable doubt. The recent discovery of the annotated set -if substantiated by further careful scrutiny -has the potential to revolutionize research on All the Year Round.
Jeremy Parrott broke the news of his fortuitous discovery on Saturday 11 July 2015 in Ghent, Belgium, at the annual conference of the Research Society for Victorian Periodicals (RSVP). The title of his paper was "The Contributors to All the Year Round: A Victorian Mystery Solved." On 13 July Patrick Leary of the RSVP posted a message on the organisation's website; part of it read as follows: Scholar and bookdealer Jeremy Parrott revealed at RSVP, for the first time anywhere, his discovery of a 'marked set' of All the Year Round. This hitherto unrecorded 'deluxe edition' in scarlet binding has handwritten marginalia identifying (almost) all of the contributors by name, next to each one's contribution. Between 300 and 400 contributors of some 2500 articles, stories, and poems, are now conclusively identified for the first time. As if this were not exciting enough news, experts like Michael Slater and John Drew have been able to confirm that many of these annotations are in Dickens's own hand. In his paper, Dr. Parrott made a persuasive case that this was Dickens's own personal set of the magazine, probably kept in his private office at the magazine's offices in Wellington Street.
The atmosphere in the room when Dr. Parrott delivered his news was electric. As this group of scholars knows better than any other, a 'marked set' of any Victorian magazine is an extremely rare and precious thing.
The presentation at the RSVP certainly caused a stir -not only in the scholarly community but also in the media. By 13 July Parrott was in England, and three London papers carried the story that day. The Guardian's Alison Flood called the discovery a "lucky coincidence that would not look out of place in a Charles Dickens novel;" she also recorded the recollections of Parrott (who identified himself as "enough of a Dickens scholar to realise this was a huge find") as he opened each of the volumes:
At first I spotted Percy Fitzgerald, who I knew was a long-time Dickens collaborator. I thought 'that's interesting, I wonder if it was by him'. … Then I saw Henry Morley, Wilkie Collins, Mrs Linton … then the second or third volume I opened had a Christmas story in it, and looking in the margin of the Christmas story, I thought, hang on, this isn't just a name, this is Dickens's signature. And that was the 'oh my God' moment, when I thought this isn't just an annotated set, it is Dickens's own set. (Flood) Parrott expanded on these comments in a radio interview with John Wilson on 14 July, for BBC's Front Row program. He had brought volumes 1 and 3 of the journal to the studio, and as they were opened on air, the conversation progressed as follows: Wilson: There's another one there; that one says … Parrott: Dickens' writing, hard to decipher; it's actually 'Mr. Dodd,' who was a science writer for him. There's a 'Mr. Bromley' here. … There's another one: 'Percy Fitzgerald,' who was one of Dickens' young men, and he was a well-known contributor. Every page it tells you who wrote what. So this was volume one of twenty, and then a mad scrabble to get to the next volume, and the next volume, and the next volume, and in fact when I got to the third volume of the twenty -and I have the third volume -this is the third one that I looked at; I opened it up. I don't know if you can read that.
Wilson Dickens (1913) , and documented in Oppenlander (266-9), though it is possible that these annotations reveal him to be the author of other, previously undocumented pieces. "Mr. Bromley" is not a known contributor to either of Dickens's journals, so careful research will need to be done to confirm who he is; he may be Sir Richard Madox Bromley (1813-66), the Accountant-General of the Navy, whom Dickens mentions several times in correspondence (see Letters 9: 188, 316, 553), though the appellation "Mr." would not seem to fit, unless the entry was not made by Dickens, which is a possibility.
One figure whose name kept coming up in the newspaper reports of Parrott's discovery was Wilkie Collins (see Milmo, "Charles Dickens revealed," Dugan, McAloon, Flood, and Sulcas) . He was not only one of the "corps" of the Dickens's contributors; he and his editor exercised mutual influence on one another, in both their "novelistic and journalistic aesthetic" (Drew, Dickens the Journalist 119, 144; see also Nayder). The Collins connection was especially emphasized in a BBC radio interview for the World at One on 13 July. The presenter, Edward Stourton, spoke to Paul Lewis (already mentioned above), who is Secretary of the Wilkie Collins Society. After the annotations were described in general terms, Stourton asked: "So you've been going through them all and looking out which ones … your man …Wilkie Collins did." Lewis replied:
Well, indeed. I've seen four of these volumes [at the 'secret' meeting referred to at the start], and it's very neat pencil notes by every item. … Within [the volumes] there are eight new pieces by Wilkie Collins. … They … are workaday writing -one about how we should pay postmen properly, one about the state of theatres, one a very sad piece about someone who died on a Polar expedition, and they are a very interesting addition to his canon. (Lewis, interview by Stourton) The pieces Lewis refers to in this interview are "Hear the Postman!", "Managers and Music Halls" (both from 1861), and "The Last Leaves of a Sorrowful Book" (from 1859). Another newly discovered piece by Collins, "The Crusoe of the Snowy Desert," was mentioned in the Independent's coverage of the find (see Dugan) .
Paul Lewis has been instrumental in establishing the authenticity of the annotations in this set of All the Year Round. Despite some misleading comments by journalists, suggesting that all the annotations were all in Dickens's "own handwriting, revealing who wrote everything" (Dugan; see also Sulcas), the reality is more complex. At the meeting with Parrott in Senate House, Lewis took photographs of a selected number of items -mostly those which concerned Collins. A selection of pieces for which Dickens's friend is the sole attributed author include "The Dead Lock in Italy" (Fig. 2 , already known to be written by Collins; see Oppenlander 180), "Managers and Music-Halls" (Fig. 3, mentioned above) , and "The Sentiments of Martha Jones" (Fig. 4, another newly attributed piece) . Lewis was also able to substantiate, using Parrott's annotated set, that Collins was the author of the "The Seafaring Man," the fourth chapter of "A Message from the Sea," the journal's Christmas story for 1860 ( Fig. 5 ; see Oppenlander 94). Beside the fifth chapter of "A Message from the Sea," which carries the title "The Restitution," there appears in the annotated set the names "Chas Dickens & Wilkie Collins" (Fig. 6 ). While this collaboration between the two authors had previously been established (see Oppenlander 94 and Stone 530-1), the question of who entered these attributions in the margins is an extremely interesting one. Lewis has usefully compiled an image which compares five occurrences of "Wilkie Collins" in the annotated set between 1860 and 1866 (Fig. 7) . These attributions may then be compared with Dickens's own writing of Collins's name (Fig. 8) , to see if they match. The evidence indicates that they do not: Dickens has a distinctive way of writing the capital "W," and the lower case letter "k," particularly when followed by an "i." Also, the way in which he characteristically composes the capital "C" does not feature the serif (or curl) at the top, which is evident in Figures 2,  3 , 4, 5 and 6. These annotations are not, therefore, by Dickens; nor are they in the hands two other likely candidates: W. H. Wills or Charley Dickens (the latter worked on All the Year Round from 1868 onward; see Drew, Dickens the Journalist 156-7). Samples of their handwriting do not match the annotations in this set.
Lewis also took a photograph of a curious annotation featuring the name "Charles Dickens" (Fig. 9) , and confirming him as the author of the eighth chapter of "Dr. Marigold's Prescriptions," entitled "To Be Taken for Life" (see Oppenlander 166 and Glancy 437-8). At first glance it would appear to be Dickens's own hand, with a flourish below the signature; however, a comparison with other Dickens holographs of the 1860s (Fig. 10) indicates that this entry is an imitation of Dickens's signature rather than an actual one (for further comments on Dickens's evolving signature see Letters 1: xxiv and accompanying plate). The key incongruities in the marginal annotation in the Parrott set may be seen in the formation, for example, of the capital "C," which in the genuine signature consists of an initial stroke forming a forward-facing loop, followed by a downstroke running into a second loop. The "k" of the genuine signature consists of a vertical covering stroke followed by an angle; the annotation, on the other hand, forms a "k" by means of a vertical covering stroke, followed by a closed loop. As for the final "s," in the authentic signature it is a simple loop, leading into a forward and backward-running covering stroke; in the annotation the "s" is formed by a more complex loop, the final stroke of which curves into a small backward-facing loop below the baseline, and then threading into a flourish. The genuine Dickens flourish is clearly detached from the signature, while in the annotation it is firmly connected (for further insight into the analysis of handwriting, and an explanation of the terms used here, see Jacoby and Nezos) .
This brief graphological comparison of the annotation and the authentic signature might give the mistaken impression that the Parrott set could be a forgery. It should be emphasized, however, that none of the experts consulted in the verification process (myself included) has suggested that the annotated volumes are anything but genuine. Parrott has claimed in interviews that there are entries in Dickens's hand (see Parrott, interview by John Wilson, as well as McAloon and Flood); but the entries considered here are clearly by others, and to date I have not seen a single marginal note which can be confirmed as being by Dickens. There are also other factors militating against many of the annotations being by the author; they include his long sojourn in America in 1867-8, and his absences on reading tours in Britain and Ireland (see Andrews 275-90). One interesting set of annotations, however, points to a private system of referencing, which could only have been conceived by Dickens, probably as a private joke. These concern the author Frances Eleanor (Fanny) Trollope, who is referred to as "Aunt Margaret" in the marginalia. She was married to Anthony Trollope's brother Thomas, and was also the sister of Ellen Ternan; Fanny had been an actress, but was "the one member of the family who had not acted with Dickens" (Slater 18). The appellation "Aunt Margaret" is part of the title of her short narrative ("The Tale of Aunt Margaret's Trouble"), published in July-August 1866 in six weekly installments (for her other previously known contributions see Oppenlander 296-7). In the Guardian article on the annotated set, Michael Slater reasoned that "Instead of writing Fanny Trollope as the name of the contributor, [Dickens] writes Aunt Margaret, as though he's deliberately disguising the fact that this is Ellen's sister;" the reason, Slater deduces, is that Dickens is "disguising the fact that he pays her a pretty good rate, because he doesn't want it known," on account of his own relationship with Fanny's sister (see Flood; see also Slater 161).
In the initial media reporting of the discovery of the annotated set, a good deal of attention was paid to the expanded list of female contributors to All the Year Round. In a radio interview on 16 July for the BBC World Service, Parrott highlighted the new attributions to Hesba Stretton (the pseudonym of Sarah Smith), Eliza Lynn Linton, and Elizabeth Gaskell. All of these authors are known to have contributed to All the Year Round (see Oppenlander 292-3, 279, 269); but Parrott's comments imply that it is now possible to identify many more pieces by these writers (Parrott, interview by Dan Damon). Gaskell, for example, is revealed to have authored a twopart essay in 1864, entitled "Old, New, and No Music," which offers a comparison between German and English compositions (see Dugan, who incorrectly refers to Gaskell's "pair of articles on French song and poetry").
In the same World Service interview, Parrot opened up volume 17 of the journal in the studio, and pointed the presenter to the piece entitled "What is Sensational?" He said: "You can probably see in the margin here, we've got the names Charles Dickens and J. Parkinson, and this is a previously unattributed Dickens article" (Parrott, Interview by Dan Damon). The piece was reprinted in full in the Independent, with the following prefatory remarks:
One of the most spectacular essays -an attack on a complacent establishment that could tolerate the appalling state of poor relief -had previously been attributed to one Joseph Parkinson, and presumed to be only a commission from the great man of letters. But from the newly studied margin notes, it now seems that Dickens not only supplied the idea but was chief author of the polemic. Below, we publish the piece … which remains a great example of passionate reporting; still relevant, still an inspiration to anyone who sees their role as giving a voice to those who cannot be heard. (Wills) The newspaper takes this opportunity to demonstrate the effectiveness of the piece's rhetoric, and the continuing relevance of Dickens's journalism in the twenty-first century; but the reporter, Kate Wills, adopts the unambiguous stance that Dickens was the "chief author," and thus devalues the contribution of Parkinson, who was an Inland Revenue Clerk, in the Accountant and Comptroller-General's Department, and was sufficiently in Dickens's confidence to help him to clear up the affairs of his younger brother Alfred, who died in 1860 (see Letters 9: 283, 285; 10: 440). The reality behind the collaboration between Dickens and Parkinson is, thus, probably much more complex than a simple marginal annotation suggests. Indeed in a letter of April 1866, Dickens wrote to his contributor to say that he thought "all the subjects" submitted by Parkinson to be "good," and that even in the case of one, "Derby Dregs," which he finds "least promising," Dickens admits "I may not catch it from your point of view" (Letters 11: 180).
The question of how involved Dickens, W. H. Wills, or other members of staff were in both explicitly collaborative pieces and in other contributions which were revised in various degrees before publication, is a fascinating one. John Drew insightfully points to the "polygraphy" of individual pieces; this term implies a "compounding" of "many different writers and writings together in an anonymous miscellany" (Drew, "An Uncommercial Proposition" 303) . This concept is perhaps best illustrated by reconsidering the two journalistic pieces -"Dress in Paris" and "Temperate Temperance" -whose authorship Drew worked hard to establish, as indicated above. In both cases Drew demonstrated that the balance of evidence suggests Dickens as the writer; but when I asked Jeremy Parrott to consult his annotated set, in order to test Drew's conclusions, he kindly replied that the marginalia confirm the authors to be Edmund Saul Dixon (for "Dress in Paris") and Charles Allston Collins (for "Temperate Temperance"). Parrott also confirmed that Dixon was "one of the most prolific contributors across 20 volumes" of All the Year Round, while Charles Collins "made over 100 contributions" (Parrott, "Re: All the Year Round"). Up to now, Dixon had never been confirmed as the author of any piece in All the Year Round, though he was a prolific contributor to Household Words (see . Some of Charles Collins's contributions had been established previously (see Oppenlander 253-6), but they amounted to nowhere near the number confirmed by Parrott. This new information does not, however, discount or invalidate the research by Drew. If the concept of "polygraphy" is a valid one, then it might well be the case that Dickens had a hand in writing or revising "Dress in Paris" and "Temperate Temperance" before publication. If we recall the principles of the "Burrows Method," described above, then it is evident that in the trials conducted on "Temperate Temperance" Drew and Craig employed a relational strategy: the computational linguistic analysis reveals whose authorial style a piece of unknown authorship most resembles. The test samples employed by Drew and Craig included writings by Dickens, Wilkie Collins, Henry Morley, Edmund Ollier and W.H. Wills, and a "signature" profile was established for each of these authors (Drew and Craig 274) . If samples by Charles Collins (the established author of the piece) were added to this mix, it would be interesting to see what results would emerge.
These two cases of revised attribution open up -rather than close down -many more possibilities for research involving the annotated set of All the Year Round. Some insightful comments about the effect on scholarship were made in the radio interview between Edward Stourton and Paul Lewis:
Stourton: So this is like cracking a code. … It's extraordinary. I mean, once you've got this you can find out all sorts of things.
Lewis: Yes; I mean … it's like the Rosetta Stone in literature Stourton: Or the Enigma Lewis: Well, yes. … I mean, you kindly said I was in the audience [in Ghent], and so I was just sitting there listening to Jeremy giving his great revelation, but there was an audible gasp as he revealed this [to] these forty or fifty Victorian specialists, because they knew that their work will never quite be the same again. (Lewis, interview by Stourton) The comparison to the Rosetta Stone is instructive (see also McAloon). That granodiorite slab from the Ptolemaic period, featuring a thrice-inscribed decree, was intended for three distinct readerships: the hieroglyphs were for the priests; the Greek was for the administrators; and the demotic was the vernacular, to be used for more mundane purposes (see R. Parkinson).
The coverage of Parrott's extraordinary find has followed a similar pattern. The various media outlets, which rushed to break the story, have provided the vernacular interpretation, which has been sensational, largely seeking highlights, and inevitably producing a number of misconceptions. In the wake of this initial excitement, the more informed pronouncements about the annotated set, or more carefully considered use of the material (which might be likened to an administrative or "priestly" use by Dickensians and other interested parties) will emerge, as details of authorship trickle out, and as Parrott moves towards his ultimate aim: the publication of a "complete contributors' list to All the Year Round" (Parrott, interview by Wilson; see also Milmo, "Charles Dickens' notes"). This preliminary analysis of a Victorian Enigma has perhaps raised more questions than it has answered, and there are issues concerning the material artefacts which would merit further exploration. For instance, relatively little is known about the provenance of what Parrott has called "Dickens' personal deluxe set" (Flood) , bound in red cloth with gilt edges (McAlooon). Slater has speculated that it was a "file set, probably kept in the flat Dickens had above the office of the periodical," for easy reference (see Flood). Parrott's initial idealistic vision of Dickens, "in a few idle moments in a working day, sitting there and writing who wrote what in the previous month's issues" (Flood) , is clearly an overstatement -particularly given that the annotations reproduced here are in other hands; nevertheless it may be safely assumed that this record was kept by All the Year Round in order to serve as a practical aide mémoire of who wrote what in the journal. What is also unclear is what happened to these volumes once they left the Wellington Street office. They were probably sold after Dickens's death by the family of his son Charley, whose own financial circumstances had become precarious (see . By the 1920s the set had found its way into the possession of a wealthy North Wales family named Dutton; when the contents of their home recently went up for private sale, it was bought by the Wrexham booksellers, who sealed the deal with Parrott (see Dugan and Flood) .
There are other mysteries concerning the material artefacts which are yet to be solved. It is clear that the set in Parrott's possession is not the "'office' set" referred to by Kitton (138; see also , who does not, for example, include among the pieces "written in collaboration with others" the article "What is Sensational?", co-authored with Joseph Parkinson. The whereabouts of this particular set are unknown, and there is no chance of recovering it at present, given available evidence. A more promising prospect, however, exists, in the form of the contributors' book for Walter Dexter was a bibliophile, a prominent founding member of the Dickens Fellowship, and preceded Staples as editor of the Dickensian. It would seem from the correspondence that the initial inquiry by Dexter was never followed up with the British owner of the contributors' book; it was then sold to an individual or institution in the United States some time in the period 1935-45. If this is in fact the case, then it is possible that the volume still exists; if it can be found, its contents could be compared to what appears in Parrott's annotated set, in order to provide further confirmation of the authorship of individual pieces.
One final question concerning the set is, perhaps, the most difficult to address: its monetary value. When I was interviewed by the Chief Reporter of the Independent, Cahal Milmo, on 13 July 2015, he was very keen for me to pronounce on this issue. I studiously avoided this question, for two reasons. Firstly, I had only seen a small portion of the available evidence, and I could not confirm that the volumes featured marginalia in Dickens's hand. Also, I did not wish to influence the eventual ownership of the volumes; Parrott has said that he might consider a sale, but only after his own scholarly work on the set was complete. Milmo did publish a figure; but it was an erroneous one, based on the presumption that the entries were in Dickens's own hand (Milmo, "Charles Dickens' notes") . The only value I could agree to -both at the time of my interview by Milmo and now -is the one which did in the end appear in print; I said: This is probably the most important find for [Dickens] scholars in my lifetime. It gives us an insight into the links between Dickens and other authors, whose names have been all too often lost in the mists of time.
